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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Balakrishnan (6,233,559) in view of Scott et al (6101473) . 

As per claim 1-4, 12-16, and 22-25, Balakrishnan (6,233,559) teaches: 

receiving information about a recognized phrase from a speech recognition engine 
(col. 4, lines 18-19 and 31-33); 

selecting, based on the recognized phrase an inherent handler function and 
handling information from sets of handling information associated with a different 
application, based on identifying the application that is a focus of the recognized phrase 
(col. 4, lines 35-40 and 47-51); 

having first located the sets of handling information, when the execution of the 
associated application is initiated (col. 5, lines 1-5)' 
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loading a first grammar for a first application that is automatically selected and 
loading a second different grammar for a second automatically recognized application 
(col. 4 lines 40-66) 0 

As per claims 1,12, and 22, Balakrishnan (6,233,559) does not explicitly teach 
the speech engine separate from the applications themselves, however, Scott et al 
(6101473) teaches the speech server to be separate from the applications themselves (Fig. 
7). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify the teachings of Balakrishnan with a separate speech 
engine because it would advantageously allow for more than one application to access the 
speech engine (Scott et al, col. 2 line 65 - col. 3 line 2). 

As per claim 5, Balakrishnan (6,233,559) teaches downloading the applications 
and potentially the speech engine for the user (col. 3 line 55 — col. 4 linelO). 

As per claims 6, 9, 10, 17, 20, 21, 26, 29, and 30, Balakrishnan (6,233,559) 
teaches: 

detecting a change of focus from a first to a second application (col. 4, lines 45- 

47); 

inherently producing a second grammar based on the handling information 
associated with the second application and loading the second grammar into the speech 
recognizer engine (col. 5, lines 16-18 with Figure 2, elements 44, 48, or 46 and 50); 
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directing the operating system to provide notification in response to the focus 
changing and receiving notification from an operating system (col. 4, lines 41-45 with 
col. 5, lines 1-5). 

As per claims 7, 18, 27, and 28, Balakrishnan (6,233,559) does not teach 
generating an uncompiled grammar based on the handling information and compiling it 
into a binary format. However, it would have been obvious for an artisan at the time of 
invention to do this (if it had not been already done) to enable the speech recognizer to 
properly interpret the input speech commands. 

As per claims 8, 19, and 28, Balakrishnan (6,233,559) does not teach unloading a 
first grammar associated with the first application from the speech engine. However, it 
would have been obvious for an artisan at the time of invention to do this when focus has 
shifted away from the first application so that the speech recognizer would not have to 
consider irrelevant commands. 

As per claim 11, Balakrishnan (6,233,559) does not explicitly teach loading the 
grammar for a second engine onto the speech engine when the focus is changed from a 
third application to the second application. However, it would have been obvious for an 
artisan at the time of invention to do this (if it had not already been done) to enable the 
speech recognizer to properly interpret the commands for the second application. 
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3. Claims 31-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Balakrishnan (6233559) in view of Scott et al (6101473) in further view of Weber 
(6532444) . 

As per claims 31-33, Balakrishnan (6233559) in view of, Scott et al (6101473) 
does not explicitly teach wildcard options for the recognized phrase, however, Weber 
(6532444) teaches context specific grammars (abstract) wherein wildcards are utilized 
(col. 8 line 63 - col. 9 line 7). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art of speech control processing to modify the context grammar of 
Balakrishnan (6233559) in view of Scott et al (6101473) with a wildcard function 
because it would allow for user specific facts to be stored (Weber (6532444), col. 3 lines 
30-35). 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/18/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. As per applicant's arguments on the bottom of page 13 with respect to the 
Scott reference, examiner argues that the fact that Scott's invention resides on the 
telephone system, and acts like an interface between the internet and the speech 
recognition server, proves that the speech engine is separate from the other applications 
(such as the use of it in applications on the internet), as claimed in claim 1 . 

As per the applicant's arguments on page 14, that Scott does not teach other 
features of claim 1, examiner argues that the Scott reference is brought in to address the 
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claim limitations as noted above. Furthermore, in terms of claim 1, the loading of 
grammars onto applications is taught by Balakrishnan, as noted above (with the 
application containing the speech recognition); the separating of the application from 
speech recognition is taught by Scott (as noted above); and the combination of 
Balakrishnan in view of Scott teaches the loading of grammars into a structure that 
contains applications and speech recognition functions that are separated. In response to 
applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on 
combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 
1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

As per applicant's arguments from pages 14-15, examiner argues that Scott 
provides the motivation to combine the references (because it would advantageously 
allow for more than one applications to access the speech engine (Scott et al, col. 2 line 
65 - col. 3 line 2)). The benefit of the combination of Balakrishnan (6,233,559) in view 
of Scott et al (6101473) is that a plurality of applications could search more than one 
grammar. In terms of applicant's arguments regarding impermissible hindsight; clearly, 
the motivation to combine the references comes from Scott, as shown in the rejection 
above. 

As per applicant's arguments with respect to claim 5, these arguments address 
newly added claim limitations that have not been addressed in previous office actions. 
Nonetheless, examiner notes that Scott does not teach away from a speech engine on a 
user's computer. In fact, Scott is teaching the concept of moving the speech engine from 
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a user's computer to a network so that it can be more readily accessible (Scott, col. 2). 
Scott's improvement over prior art teaches us that prior art systems contained speech 
engines, and that Scott's invention offers the speech engine to be centrally located (on a 
network - Scott does not preclude the notion of the user having a speech engine on the 
computer). 

As per applicant's arguments that hindsight reasoning was used with respect to 
the limitations of claim 8, examiner argues that it is inherent that when a second 
application/speech engine is used, that downloading the new grammar would replace 
("unload") the previously used grammar. 

Conclusion 



9. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 
or faxed to: 
(703) 872 9314, 

(for informal or draft communications, please label "PROPOSED" or 
"DRAFT") 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 
Crystal Drive, Arlington. VA., Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 



10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Opsasnick, telephone number (703)305-4089, 
who is who is available Tuesday-Thursday, 9AM-4PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ms. Doris To, can be reached at (703)305-4827. The facsimile phone number 
for this group is (703)872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Group 2600 receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-4750, the 2600 Customer Service telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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